






















































































A man is accused of a sexual crime. Through excellent po-
lice investigation he is arrested and gives a statemont to
the effect that he is the guilty party. In a caso of this
nature the ovidence might consist of the stained under-
clothing of the victim and perhaps tho stained trousors of
the defendant. Both of theso articles aro submitted to the
laboratory for tho purpose of idontification of seminal
stains in order to eorroborate the defondant's statcmont.

In this instance, perhaps due to contamination or porhaps
duc to the azoospermatic condition of the defendant, no
snarmatozoa can be identifiod in microscopic oxomination.
However, we may have a positive fluorescencoe test, a posi-
tive Floronco test, a positive Barberio tost and many othor
tests which may, under those conditions, be positive.s In
this instance tho laboratory technician would have a per=-
fect right to state thet the man was guilty by virtue of

the police investigation, and not by virtuc of his scienti-
fic findingse His report should state that he obtained
positive rosults in all of the so=called preliminary tests
but was unable to identify spermntozoa. Thereforo, he can=-
not definiteoly state that it is a seminal stain but there

is much indication that it could bec a seminal staine. Taking
this honest viowpoint, tho technician is permitted and should
give testimony to that effect. We must remombor it is not
the function of & police oxport to state whether or not a
mon is guilty. His testimony is simply o description of the
condition of the ovidonce submitted to him and the signifi-
cance of such condition of cvidence. It is, always has been,
and always should be the function of the jury to draw con-
clusions from thce testimony of the exports appearing before i

From a porsonal viewpoint, the police laboratory technician
should rcmomber that ho is in a highly spoecialized fiocld and
that his ambitions are the costablishmont of a carcer in that
highly specialized ficld. It has been proven by the passage
of time that a carcer built on a foundoation of truth and
fronknoss of opinion is much morc sturdy than that based upon
unsciontific mothods, projudiced opinion and perhaps illogienl
reasoning,

In your discussion of tho identification of seminal stains,
you omitted one of the most recent advances in such work,
Thaet is, the immunological reactions, Several of our fellow
workers have presented papers on this subject, However, in
discussing this roaction with thém their honest opinion has
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been that at the proesent time, it tends to be a reliable
test of identifications Tho difficultios cttochod to it
are chiefly found in the preparation of tho procipitin
serums., Tho specificitioes of tho tosts have beon checked
and aro found to be worthy. Of course you roalize that
the principlo is bascd upon the specific antibodies which
arc prosent in the body secrotions, which fact is token
cdvantage of in grouping roactions. Prior to the wnr wo
were in the act of preparation of the scrum. However,
since tho cvent of war, conditions in the laboratory have
changed considerably so that we have bsen unable to follow
up our anticipated rescarch, Howevor, litcraturoc conteins
mony refercnces to ite.

Spoaking of litoraturo, I hooartily recommend to you two
very complete works on identificotions of seminal fluid
stains, (1) Pollak - "Somon and Seminal Stains", which
appoared in The Archives of Pothology, Vol 35, No. 1,
Jonuary 1943, and (2) Woismann's "Spermatozoa and Storile
ity"s Both of thesc articles contain prolific references
to other literature. You will find from an analysis of
both of these articles that the only accepted and relicble
identification of sominal fluid stains is tho isolation of
sperm cells.

I wish to point out that the above exprossions of commont
arc purcly poersonal,

I would vory much appreciatc a response from you containing
your comments oand criticismse I am plecasod with the invita-
tion to commont on your aorticleo and wish to point out that
it is purely comment on the subject and not on the author,

Sincerely yours,
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